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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to tine RCE and amendment filed 5 
January 201 1 . 

2. Claims 1, 4-6, and 10-1 1 are pending. Claims 2-3 are cancelled. Claims 10-1 1 
are newly added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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5. Claims 1 , 4, and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
over James et al. (US 7,013,424, hereinafter, James) in view of Ross (US 7,305,615), 
and further in view of Hind et al. (US 6,938,204, hereinafter. Hind). 

As per independent claim 1 , James discloses an XML processor comprising 
(James, Col 3, lines 33-42): 

receiving an XML document (James, Fig. 2B, step 32); 

a first memory storing software for performing an XML processing, variables, and 
values required to execute software on the received XML document (James, Fig. 4, 
storage 430, memory 4[2]8, Col 10, lines 14-17); 

a hardware processing module performing a part of the XML processing in a 
hardware manner on the received XML document (James, Fig. 4, special purpose 
processor 432, Col 1 0, lines 48-62), and 

wherein the hardware processing module is separate and independent of the first 
memory [storing] the software for performing the XML processing (James, Fig. 4, 
special purpose processor is separate from the main memory); 

a CPU controlling the XML processing on the received XML document by the 
software stored in the first memory to generate the first output if the XML is executed by 
software, and to generate a second output if the part of the XML processing is 
performed in the hardware manner (James, Fig 4, general purpose processor 412 and 
special purpose processor 432; Col 2, lines 52-61 , Col 3, lines 22-58, XML processing 
can be performed by the general purpose processor, as done conventionally, or by the 
hardware-based special purpose processor). 
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wherein tine XIVIL processing time is reduced from the hardware processing 
module performing the part of the XML processing in the hardware manner (Col 3, lines 
43-58, hardware implementation allows for speed-related improvements), and 

wherein the first and second outputs are equivalent (Col 8, lines 32-49, the 
output of the XML processing, a parsed node tree representing the XML document, is 
the same regardless of whether the general purpose processor or the special purpose 
processor is used; the application process receiving the processed output is not 
modified to distinguish between the two possible outputs). 

James further discloses wherein the hardware processing module performs a 
memory management function used in XML parsing from at least one of assignment, 
return, and reassignment of memory among XML processing functions (Col 7, lines 21- 
23, dedicated XML processor creates DOM for parsed XML; Col 5, line 63 thru Col 6, 
linelO, DOM creation includes memory management operations). 

James fails to explicitly disclose a second memory employed by the hardware 
processing module. 

However, Ross discloses a second memory employed by the hardware 
processing module (Ross, Fig. 5, parsing accelerator. Fig. 6, memory 601 employed by 
parsing accelerator, Col 6, lines 46-60). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to include additional memory, such as processor cache, in the dedicated XML 
processor. The motivation for doing so would have been to further optimize the XML 
processing by storing at least a portion of the processing data on the cache and avoid 
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the more expensive processing time associated witli data fetcliing operations from the 
main memory. 

Additionally, James discloses the XML processor wherein the hardware 
processing module processes the assignment, the reassignment, and the return of 
memory with respect to XML elements which are expressed as nodes and a tree 
relation between the nodes (James, Col 6, lines 1-10, memory allocation, de-allocation, 
and reclamation for objects within XML hierarchical structure). 

However, James fails to specifically disclose: 

a node usage check table divided into several blocks, each block indicating 
whether to use a corresponding node table; 

a node table managing the whole information that each node has to store, at 
least one of a node name, a node type, a parent node, a child node; and 

a node memory storing actual content of every component of the node table. 

However, Hind discloses an array based storage format for XML data, and 
further discloses: 

a node usage check table divided into several blocks, each block indicating 
whether to use a corresponding node table (Hind, Fig. 5C, 520, Col 13, lines 26-36, the 
attribute array is a node usage check table divided into several blocks, each block 
indicating whether a corresponding secondary array is used); 

a node table managing the whole information that each node has to store, at 
least one of a node name, a node type, a parent node, a child node (Hind, Fig. 5C, 530 
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and 540, Col 13, lines 36-40, the secondary array is a node table managing the whole 
attribute information each node has to store); and 

a node memory storing actual content of every component of the node table (Fig. 
5C, Fig. 4C, Col 13, line 54 thru Col 14, line 5, data buffer 480 in Fig. 4C is a node 
memory storing actual content of every component from the secondary array). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to include Hind's array-based storage format for XML data in the combination of 
James and Ross. The feasibility and desirability of such combination is further evident in 
the incorporation of Hind by reference in the Specification of James (James, Col 6, lines 
25-30). The motivation for the combination would have been to realize further 
performance gains by implementing the array-based processing for faster navigation of 
the tree structure (James, Col 6, lines 1 1 -25). 

As per dependent claim 4, James, Ross and Hind disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Hind further 
discloses wherein the node table has addresses in which every component on the node 
memory is respectively stored (Hind, Col 1 3, lines 40-50, secondary array has 
references/addresses in the form of a data buffer pointer, a offset from the beginning of 
the data buffer, and a data length for every attribute component). At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to include Hind's 
array-based storage format for XML data in the combination of James and Ross. The 
feasibility and desirability of such combination is further evident in the incorporation of 
Hind by reference in the Specification of James (James, Col 6, lines 25-30). The 
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motivation for tine combination would liave been to realize further performance gains by 
implementing the array-based processing for faster navigation of the tree structure 
(James, Col 6, lines 1 1-25). 

As per dependent claim 10, James, Ross, and Hind disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Hind further 
discloses wherein the node table and the node usage check table have a fixed 
correlation (Figure 8B; column 16, line 27- column 19, line 67: Here, each element 
within the node table has an associated node usage table). At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to include Hind's array- 
based storage format for XML data in the combination of James and Ross. The 
feasibility and desirability of such combination is further evident in the incorporation of 
Hind by reference in the Specification of James (James, Col 6, lines 25-30). The 
motivation for the combination would have been to realize further performance gains by 
implementing the array-based processing for faster navigation of the tree structure 
(James, Col 6, lines 1 1-25). 

As per dependent claim 1 1 , James, Ross, and Hind disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Hind further 
discloses an array based storage format for XML data, and further discloses a node 
usage check table divided into several blocks, each block indicating whether to use a 
corresponding node table (Hind, Fig. 5C, 520, Col 13, lines 26-36, the attribute array is 
a node usage check table divided into several blocks, each block indicating whether a 
corresponding secondary array is used). 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to include Hind's array-based storage format for XML data in the combination of 
James and Ross. The feasibility and desirability of such combination is further evident in 
the incorporation of Hind by reference in the Specification of James (James, Col 6, lines 
25-30). The motivation for the combination would have been to realize further 
performance gains by implementing the array-based processing for faster navigation of 
the tree structure (James, Col 6, lines 1 1 -25). 

6. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
James, Ross, and Hind, and further in view of Dapp et al. (US 7,080,094, hereinafter, 
Dapp). 

As per dependent claim 5, James, Ross, and Hind disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. James fails to 
specifically teach wherein the hardware processing module performs an XML DTD 
processing. 

However, Dapp discloses a hardware XML processing module that performs 
XML DTD processing (Dapp, Col 3, lines 27-28, hardware XML accelerator. Col 2, lines 
1 8-25, DTD or XML schema validation). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to perform DTD processing with the dedicated XML processor. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to use a specialized XML processor for resource- 
intensive XML validation operations (Dapp, Col 2, line 55 thru Col 3, line 2). 
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As per dependent claim 6, James, Ross, and Hind disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. James fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the hardware processing module performs a state machine 
of an XML schema. 

However, Dapp discloses a hardware XML processing module that performs a 
state machine of an XML schema (Dapp, Col 2, lines 37-41). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to perform XML validation processing including state machine implementation 
with the dedicated XML processor. The motivation for doing so would have been to use 
a specialized XML processor for resource-intensive XML validation operations (Dapp, 
Col 2, line 55 thru Col 3, line 2). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 5 January 201 1 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant's initial arguments are based upon the applicant's preferred 
embodiment (pages 5-6). Specifically, the applicant argues that the claims related to a 
system having separate and Independent XML processor rom the software XML 
processor for processing a received document, while the independent XML processor 
produces the same output on the received XML document as if the XML processing 
was done by software on the same XML document (pages 6 and 1 0-12; emphasis 
added). However, the applicant does not claim this limitation. Instead, the applicant 
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specifically claims "a CPU controlling the XML processing on the received XML 
document by the software stored in the first memory to generate a first output if the 
XML is executed by software, and to generate a second output, if the part of the 
processing is performed in the hardware manner (claim 1, lines 10-13; emphasis 
added)." 

The applicant's claim language does not require that the same output be 
produced. Instead, the claim language discloses a first output and a second output. 
These outputs, based upon the claim language, suggest that the output from software 
processing and hardware processing are different, as each form of processing 
generates different outputs. For this reason, this argument is not persuasive. 

The applicant further argues that the combination of James and Ross fails to 
disclose the entirety of amended claim limitations (pages 6-9). The examiner agrees 
with this assertion. For this reason. Hind has been added to address the amended 
limitations. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KYLE STORK whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (9:00-5:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/Kyle R Stork/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2178 



